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1926	 23	 3	 48	(11.29%)	* Conveys	data	on	weeks	with	multiple	articles#	Percentage	out	of	total	number	of	articles	(425)	Referring	to	Table	1.1,	the	“Home	Builder’s	Department”	articles	are	not	consistent	on	a	weekly	basis,	and	early	in	the	sample,	not	even	consistent	on	a	monthly	basis.	The	first	year	of	the	sample,	1908,	contained	no	house	articles.	In	1909	and	1910,	the	Indianapolis	Star	issued	articles	somewhat	regularly,	but	in	1911	and	1912	there	were	only	a	few	articles	in	the	weeks	sampled.	The	newspaper	printed	the	articles	regularly	from	1913	to	1917;	in	1918,	the	house	articles	were	again	published	less	frequently	in	the	weeks	sampled.	The	Indianapolis	Star	published	construction	articles	consistently	in	1919,	with	more	than	one	construction	article	in	three	weeks,	but	in	1920,	only	three	articles	were	printed	and	this	reduced	pattern	continued	in	1921,	with	only	ten	articles	in	print.	By	1922,	the	paper	had	begun	to	publish	the	articles	frequently	and	this	pattern	continued	throughout	the	rest	of	the	sampling	period.	During	the	sampling	timeframe	in	1926,	almost	twice	as	many	articles	were	published	as	during	the	slow	period	of	the	middle	years	of	the	1910s.	The	data	includes	425	articles	on	buildings	over	the	course	of	the	sampling	of	nineteen	years.	The	Indianapolis	Star	articles	consisted	of	an	image	of	the	structure,	either	a	photograph	or	a	drawing,	a	brief	description,	which	ranged	in	length	from	a	single	sentence	to	several	text	columns,	and	occasionally	a	floor	plan.	Starting	in	1917,	floor	plans	generally	disappear,	with	the	exception	of	floor	plans	for	the	apartment	buildings.	
10	



























































































Chapter	3:	Building	Type,	Location,	and	Transportation	Data	The	foregoing	Indianapolis	urban	history	and	preservation	historiography	briefly	presents	the	story	of	suburbanization,	urban	renewal,	and	the	local	preservation	movement.	But	how	did	the	changes	in	the	physical	landscape	and	modern	transportation	transform	Indianapolis	neighborhoods?	The	data	provided	in	this	chapter	seeks	to	answer	this	question	regarding	neighborhood	and	inner-suburb	development.	The	following	data	delivers	insight	on	buildings	by	type,	locational	data	on	buildings	by	city-designated	neighborhood	and	by	historic	district	neighborhood,	a	combination	of	locational	data	and	transportation	data	gleaned	from	the	most	common	streets	listed	in	the	sample,	and	lastly	transportation	information	regarding	streetcar	routes	and	the	dataset	sample.	These	categories	will	explain	the	organization	of	Indianapolis	in	terms	of	both	neighborhood	and	transportation	development.	Table	3.1:	Building	by	Type	YEAR	 HOUSE*	 APARTMENT	 COMMERCIAL	 CHURCH/TEMPLE	 MUNICIPAL/EDU.	1909	 22	1910	 24	1911	 4	 1	 2	1912	 5	 2	 2	1913	 23	 2	 1	1914	 19	 5	1915	 17	 7	 2	1916	 13	 12	1917	 12	 13	1918	 13	 3	1919	 19	 5	 1	 1	1920	 1	 1	 1	1921	 9	 1	 1	 1	 1	1922	 20	 4	1923	 31	 2	 1	1924	 32	 2	
31	
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Map	1	depicts	all	buildings	within	the	central	area	of	Indianapolis,	with	points	that	were	identifiable	by	exact	street	addresses	or	street	intersections;	points	are	most	populous	along	the	northern	corridor	of	Indianapolis,	followed	by	the	eastern	corridor.	The	south	side	of	the	Mile	Square	downtown	contains	some	sites,	followed	by	the	west	side	of	downtown	with	minimal	depiction	in	the	sample	articles.74	Following	the	general	orientation	to	the	dataset	locations,	Map	2	visualizes	the	locations	of	the	dataset	in	terms	of	building	type.75	Single-family	and	duplex	residences	characterize	a	majority	of	structures	on	both	the	north	and	east	corridors;	however,	close	to	downtown	more	of	the	structures	tend	to	be	apartment	buildings.	Most	apartment	buildings	are	located	near	Meridian	Street	and	College	Avenue	to	the	north,	followed	by	Washington	Street	on	the	east.	Not	surprisingly,	a	majority	of	the	commercial	and	municipal	buildings	are	in	the	Mile	Square.76	Table	3.3	Part	1:	Building	Location	by	City-Designated	Neighborhood,	1909-191777	1909	 1910	 1911	 1912	 1913	 1914	 1915	 1916	 1917	Broad	Ripple	 1	 2	 1	Butler-Tarkington	 1	 2	 1	 1	Crooked	Creek	Crows	Nest	Delaware	Trail	Downtown	 1	 1	 1	 2	 2	Eagledale	 1	Fairgrounds	Fletcher	Place	 1	Forest	Hills	Forest	Manor	
74	Map	1,	“All	Structures	Represented	in	the	Dataset,”	Appendix	B,	page	1.	75	Map	2,	“Buildings	by	Type,”	Appendix	B,	page	2.	76	The	Mile	Square	refers	to	the	1821	plat	of	Indianapolis	by	Alexander	Ralston	and	is	bounded	by	North	Street	to	the	north,	East	Street	to	the	east,	South	Street	to	the	south,	and	West	Street	to	the	west.	A	map	of	the	Mile	Square	is	available	in	Appendix	C.	77	Zip	codes	ultimately	were	not	a	meaningful	way	to	interpret	the	data	due	to	so	many	overlapping	neighborhoods	and	such	large	zip	code	zones.	Table	3.2,	“Building	Location	by	Zip	Code,	Related	to	City-Designated	Neighborhoods,”	is	located	in	“Additional	Datasets.”	
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Fountain	Square	 1	Garfield	Park	Golden	Hill	 1	Irvington	 5	 3	 1	 2	 3	 3	 1	 1	Lockerbie	Square	 1	Mapleton-Fall	Creek	 8	 11	 8	 4	 4	 8	 7	Martindale-Brightwood	 1	Meadows	Meridian-Kessler	 3	 3	 4	 3	 6	 4	 6	Monument	Circle	 1	Near	Eastside	 1	 2	 2	 1	 2	 3	 2	Near	Northside	 4	 1	 2	 2	 5	 5	 4	 4	 5	Near	Southeast	 1	 2	Near	Southside	 1	Near	Westside	North	Central	Riverside	 2	 1	 1	 4	 2	 1	Stout	Field	West	Indianapolis	 1	 1	Wynnedale	 1	Table	3.3	Part	2:	Building	Location	by	City-Designated	Neighborhood,	1918-1926	1918	 1919	 1920	 1921	 1922	 1923	 1924	 1925	 1926	Broad	Ripple	 1	 1	Butler-Tarkington	 1	 2	 5	 8	 3	 2	Crooked	Creek	 1	 1	Crows	Nest	 1	Delaware	Trail	 1	 2	Downtown	 1	 1	 1	 1	Eagledale	Fairgrounds	 5	 1	 1	 1	 3	Fletcher	Place	Forest	Hills	 4	 1	Forest	Manor	 1	Fountain	Square	Garfield	Park	 3	 2	 1	 2	 4	Golden	Hill	Irvington	 2	 2	 2	 1	 4	 1	 2	Lockerbie	Square	Mapleton-Fall	Creek	 4	 5	 2	 5	 2	 4	 2	 7	Martindale-Brightwood	 1	 1	 1	Meadows	 1	 1	 1	
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Meridian-Kessler	 2	 6	 1	 8	 15	 15	 17	 14	Monument	Circle	Near	Eastside	 4	 2	 3	 1	 1	Near	Northside	 1	 3	 3	 2	 4	Near	Southeast	 1	 1	Near	Southside	 1	 1	Near	Westside	 1	North	Central	 1	 1	Riverside	 2	 1	 1	 1	Stout	Field	 1	West	Indianapolis	 1	Wynnedale	 4	Table	3.3	Part	3:	Building	Location	by	City-Designated	Neighborhood	Totals*	NEIGHBORHOOD	 TOTAL	 %	Broad	Ripple	 6	 1.44%	Butler-Tarkington	 26	 6.24%	Crooked	Creek	 2	 0.48%	Crows	Nest	 1	 0.24%	Delaware	Trail	 3	 0.72%	Downtown	 11	 2.64%	Eagledale	 1	 0.24%	Fairgrounds	 11	 2.64%	Fletcher	Place	 1	 0.24%	Forest	Hills	 5	 1.20%	Forest	Manor	 1	 0.24%	Fountain	Square	 1	 0.24%	Garfield	Park	 12	 2.88%	Golden	Hill	 1	 0.24%	Irvington	 33	 7.91%	Lockerbie	Square	 1	 0.24%	Mapleton-Fall	Creek	 81	 19.42%	Martindale-Brightwood	 4	 0.96%	Meadows	 3	 0.72%	Meridian-Kessler	 107	 25.66%	Monument	Circle	 1	 0.24%	Near	Eastside	 24	 5.76%	Near	Northside	 45	 10.79%	Near	Southeast	 5	 1.20%	Near	Southside	 3	 0.72%	Near	Westside	 1	 0.24%	North	Central	 2	 0.48%	Riverside	 16	 3.84%	
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Stout	Field	 1	 0.24%	West	Indianapolis	 3	 0.72%	Wynnedale	 5	 1.20%	*There	are	417	structures	listed	in	city-designated	neighborhoods.	The	remainingstructures	include	one	house	in	Lebanon,	and	seven	that	did	not	provide	enough	information	to	discern	a	city-designated	neighborhood.	These	articles	appeared	in	papers	dated:	10/29/1911,	5/19/1912,	6/2/1912,	10/23/1921,	11/13/1921,	7/9/1922,	and	6/13/1926.	Table	3.3	arranges	the	dataset	by	current	city-designated	neighborhood.78	The	City	of	Indianapolis	employs	its	own	neighborhood	system	for	the	management	of	municipal	services	like	trash	pick	up	and	communicating	locational	data	like	voting	districts.	The	most	frequent	neighborhoods	represented	in	the	dataset	include	Meridian-Kessler	(25.66%),	Mapleton-Fall	Creek	(19.42%),	and	the	Near	Northside	(10.79%).	Meridian-Kessler	is	represented	throughout	the	sample	and	the	number	of	feature	articles	increase	through	1926.	Houses	and	other	structures	in	neighborhoods	such	as	Mapleton-Fall	Creek	and	the	Near	Northside	also	appear	throughout	the	sample,	but	their	numbers	decrease	through	the	second	half	of	the	sample	years.	The	Downtown	district	and	Riverside	also	decrease	through	the	second	half	of	the	dataset.	These	neighborhood	development	figures	reflect	an	increase	in	movement	to	the	north	of	the	city	center.	One	popular	area	south	of	the	city	was	the	Garfield	Park	neighborhood,	named	after	the	oldest	city	park	in	Indianapolis,	a	desired	amenity	with	nearby	land	available	for	subdivision.	
78	A	map	of	all	city-designated	neighborhoods	is	available	in	Appendix	C.	The	city-designated	neighborhood	system	was	developed	to	“provide	generalized	neighborhood	and	address	specific	information	related	to	resources	available	to	citizens	living	in	a	particular	area	of	Marion	County,”	from	My	Neighborhood	Indy	Gov,	http://maps.indy.gov/myneighborhood/.	
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Table	3.4	Part	1:	Building	Location	by	Historic	District	Neighborhood,	1909-1917	1909	 1910	 1911	 1912	 1913	 1914	 1915	 1916	 1917	Chatham	Arch	 1	Emerson	Heights	 1	 1	Fall	Creek	Parkway	 1	 1	Fletcher	Place	 1	Forest	Hills	Fountain	Square	Commercial	 1	Golden	Hill	Herron-Morton	Place	 1	 1	 3	 2	 1	 1	Indianapolis	Parks	&	Boulevard	System	 1	 1	 1	 1	 1	 1	Individual	National	Register	 1	 1	Irvington	 6	 3	 1	 2	 1	 1	 1	 1	Lockerbie	Square	 1	Meridian	Park	 3	 3	 3	 2	North	Meridian	Street	 1	 1	 1	 2	 1	Old	Northside	 1	 1	 1	 2	Oliver	Johnson’s	Woods	 1	 1	Shortridge-Meridian	St.	Apartments	 1	 2	 1	 1	St.	Joseph	 1	 1	 2	Washington	Park	 2	Watson	Park	 3	 4	Woodruff	Place	 1	 1	Table	3.4	Part	2:	Building	Location	by	Historic	District	Neighborhood,	1918-1926	1918	 1919	 1920	 1921	 1922	 1923	 1924	 1925	 1926	Chatham	Arch	Emerson	Heights	 1	 1	Fall	Creek	Parkway	 1	 1	 1	Fletcher	Place	Forest	Hills	 5	 1	Fountain	Square	Commercial	Golden	Hill	 1	Herron-Morton	Place	 1	 1	Indianapolis	Parks	&	Boulevard	System	 1	 1	Individual	National	Register	 1	Irvington	 2	 2	 2	 1	 3	 3	
41	









NRHP	historic	districts	for	reference.83	Map	6	also	depicts	the	data	of	Map	3,	but	unlike	Maps	4	and	5,	Map	6	displays	the	Indianapolis	Historic	Preservation	Commission’s	historic	districts	as	a	layer	under	the	dataset.84	Lastly,	Map	7	visualizes	IHPC	historic	districts	as	an	individual	layer.85	While	most	IHPC	districts	are	also	NRHP	districts,	not	every	NRHP	district	is	also	an	IHPC	district,	making	the	usage	of	both	Map	4	and	Map	6	necessary	to	depict	these	differences.	Table	3.5	Part	1:	Number	of	Sampled	Buildings	per	Street,*	1909-1917	1909	 1910	 1911	 1912	 1913	 1914	 1915	 1916	 1917	Broadway	St.	 2	 1	 1	 3	 1	 2	Buckingham	Dr.	Carrollton	Ave.	 2	Central	Ave.	 3	 1	 2	 3	 1	East	32nd	St.	 1	 1	East	37th	St.	 2	 1	East	38th	St.	East	39th	St.	East	42nd	St.	 1	 1	East	58th	St.	 1	East	9th	St.	East	Fall	Creek	Parkway	North	Dr.	 1	 1	 1	East	New	York	St.	 1	 2	East	Pleasant	Run	Parkway	North	Dr.	 1	East	Washington	St.	 1	Guilford	Ave.	Lowell	Ave.	 1	 1	North	Alabama	St.	 1	 1	 1	 1	North	Bolton	St.	North	Capitol	Ave.	 2	North	College	Ave.	 1	 1	 1	 3	 4	North	Dearborn	St.	 1	 1	 1	North	Delaware	St.	 1	 2	 1	 2	
83	Map	5,	“National	Register	of	Historic	Places	Historic	Districts,”	Appendix	B,	page	5.	Layer	supplied	by	the	Department	of	Natural	Resources-Division	of	Historic	Preservation	and	Archaeology,	2016.	84	Map	6,	“Indianapolis	Historic	Preservation	Commission	Historic	Districts,	with	Dataset	Sites,”	Appendix	B,	page	6.	Layer	supplied	by	the	Indianapolis	Historic	Preservation	Commission,	2016.	85	Map	7,	“Indianapolis	Historic	Preservation	Commission	Historic	Districts,”	Appendix	B,	page	7.	Layer	supplied	by	the	Indianapolis	Historic	Preservation	Commission,	2016.	
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North	Illinois	St.	 1	North	Meridian	St.	 2	 1	 1	 2	 2	 3	 1	North	New	Jersey	St.	 2	 1	 2	North	Park	Ave.	 3	 1	 2	 2	North	Pennsylvania	St.	 3	 2	 1	 1	 1	 2	 1	North	Ritter	Ave.	 2	 1	North	Webster	Ave.	 2	Northern	Ave.	 2	Palmer	St.	Ruckle	St.	 1	 1	 1	Sutherland	Ave.	 1	 1	University	Ave.	 1	 1	Washington	Blvd.	 2	 3	 2	 1	 1	 2	Watson	Rd.	West	43rd	St.	Winthrop	Ave.	*Only	streets	with	more	than	one	listing	are	considered	and	only	those	with	fulladdresses.	Intersections	can	be	referenced	in	the	full	dataset	in	Appendix	A1.	Table	3.5	Part	2:	Number	of	Sampled	Buildings	per	Street,*	1918-1926	1918	 1919	 1920	 1921	 1922	 1923	 1924	 1925	 1926	Broadway	St.	 1	 4	 3	 1	 1	 2	Buckingham	Dr.	 2	 1	 1	Carrollton	Ave.	 3	 2	 1	Central	Ave.	 1	 5	 2	 5	 1	East	32nd	St.	East	37th	St.	 1	 2	East	38th	St.	 1	 1	 1	East	39th	St.	 2	East	42nd	St.	East	58th	St.	 2	East	9th	St.	 1	 1	East	Fall	Creek	Parkway	North	Dr.	 1	 1	 1	 1	East	New	York	St.	East	Pleasant	Run	Parkway	North	Dr.	 1	 1	 1	East	Washington	St.	 1	 2	Guilford	Ave.	 4	 2	Lowell	Ave.	 1	North	Alabama	St.	 1	North	Bolton	St.	 2	North	Capitol	Ave.	 1	 1	 1	North	College	Ave.	 1	 1	 2	 3	
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North	Dearborn	St.	 1	North	Delaware	St.	 2	 2	 1	North	Illinois	St.	 1	 1	North	Meridian	St.	 3	 1	 1	 4	 1	 6	 2	 2	North	New	Jersey	St.	 1	North	Park	Ave.	 2	 1	 1	 1	 1	North	Pennsylvania	St.	 2	 2	 2	 5	 1	North	Ritter	Ave.	North	Webster	Ave.	 1	Northern	Ave.	Palmer	St.	 1	 1	Ruckle	St.	 1	 1	 1	Sutherland	Ave.	 1	 1	 1	University	Ave.	Washington	Blvd.	 2	 1	 3	 1	 4	Watson	Rd.	 3	West	43rd	St.	 1	 1	Winthrop	Ave.	 1	 1	*Only	streets	with	more	than	one	listing	are	considered	and	only	those	with	fulladdresses.	Intersections	can	be	referenced	in	the	full	dataset	in	Appendix	A1.	Table	3.5	Part	3:	Number	of	Sampled	Buildings	per	Street,	Totals	TOTAL	 %	Broadway	St.	 22	 5.29%	Buckingham	Dr.	 4	 0.96%	Carrollton	Ave.	 8	 1.92%	Central	Ave.	 24	 5.77%	East	32nd	St.	 2	 0.48%	East	37th	St.	 6	 1.44%	East	38th	St.	 3	 0.72%	East	39th	St.	 2	 0.48%	East	42nd	St.	 2	 0.48%	East	58th	St.	 3	 0.72%	East	9th	St.	 2	 0.48%	East	Fall	Creek	Parkway	North	Dr.	 6	 1.44%	East	New	York	St.	 3	 0.72%	East	Pleasant	Run	Parkway	North	Dr.	 3	 0.72%	East	Washington	St.	 4	 0.96%	Guilford	Ave.	 6	 1.44%	Lowell	Ave.	 3	 0.72%	North	Alabama	St.	 5	 1.20%	
47	
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Additionally,	advertisements	- such as Illustration 4 - boast	streetcar	access,	 
depicting the Fidelity Trust Company’s	advertisement	of	the Emerson Heights 
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Table	4.1	shows	the	types	of	original	owners	in	the	dataset,	with	a	total	of	341.	Eighty-six	percent	of	the	original	owners	of	buildings	in	the	dataset	were	individuals.95	Realty	companies	that	specialized	in	new	residential	developments	owned	about	11%	of	the	buildings.	Buildings	owned	by	clubs,	churches,	the	City	of	Indianapolis,	and	the	State	of	Indiana	constituted	2.6%	of	the	buildings	featured	in	the	articles	sampled.	Table	4.2	Part	1:	Original	Owner	Occupations96	OCCUPATION	 TOTAL	 %	 OCCUPATION	 TOTAL	 %	Architect	 7	 3.02%	 Inventor	 1	 0.43%	Artist	 1	 0.43%	 Jobber	 1	 0.43%	Assistant	 4	 1.72%	 Laborer	 1	 0.43%	Auditor	 3	 1.29%	 Lawyer	 14	 6.03%	Banker	 3	 1.29%	 Manufacturing	Agent	 1	 0.43%	Billiards	 1	 0.43%	 Milliner	 1	 0.43%	Butter	Maker	 1	 0.43%	 Pastor	 2	 0.86%	Buyer	 1	 0.43%	 Physician	 11	 4.74%	Cement	Worker	 1	 0.43%	 Plumber	 2	 0.86%	Chemist	 3	 1.29%	 Post	Office	Clerk	 1	 0.43%	Chief	Inspector	 1	 0.43%	 Printer	 2	 0.86%	Cigar	Maker	 1	 0.43%	 Professor	 1	 0.43%	Clerk	 8	 3.45%	 Publisher	 1	 0.43%	Conductor	 1	 0.43%	 Real	Estate	Agent	 11	 4.74%	Contractor	 4	 1.72%	 Salesman	 8	 3.45%	Correspondent	 1	 0.43%	 Sheriff	 1	 0.43%	Customs	Agent	 1	 0.43%	 Stenographer	 1	 0.43%	Dentist	 3	 1.29%	 Switchboard	Tender	 1	 0.43%	Designer	 1	 0.43%	 Taxidermist	 1	 0.43%	Director	of	Sales	 1	 0.43%	 Teacher	 2	 0.86%	Driver	 1	 0.43%	 Tires	 1	 0.43%	Electrician	 2	 0.86%	 Travel	Agent	 4	 1.72%	Executive	Positions	 97	 41.81%	 Trimmer	 1	 0.43%	Farmer	 1	 0.43%	 Undertaker	 1	 0.43%	Furniture	Maker	 1	 0.43%	 Wagon	Manufacturer	 1	 0.43%	
95	Only	232	articles	provided	the	original	owner’s	occupation	or	enough	information	to	identify	an	occupation	in	city	directories.	Besides	the	232	individual	occupations	that	were	listed,	61	individuals	did	not	list	an	occupation	or	the	city	directory	for	the	subsequent	year	did	not	provide	the	information.	96	These	occupations	are	taken	from	the	Indianapolis	city	directories.	
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Crescent	Paper	Co.	 O.D.	Haskett	Lumber	Co.	E.O.	Langen	Co.	(2)*	 O.L.	Miller	&	Co.	Edwards	X.	Ray	Manufacturing	Co.	 Olds	Soap	&	Chemical	Co.	F.	Hilgemeier	&	Bro.	Inc.	 Pettis	Dry	Goods	Co.	Fletcher	American	Co.	 Pioneer	Works	Florsheim	Shoe	Shop	 Pittsford	Purity	Pie	Co.	Gates	Manufacturing	Co.	 Royse-Borchert	Co.	Gritt	Co.	 R.W.	Furnas	Ice	Cream	Co.	Harry	B.	Mahan	Co.	 Sagalowsky	Bottle	Co.	Heaton	Bros.	 Samuel	Falender	&	Co.	Hilgenberg	Bros.	 Sentinel	Printing	Co.	H.L.	Brown	Co.	 Service	Products	Corp.	H.	Lieber	Co.	 Shank	Fireproof	Storage	Co.	Hoffman	Sporting	Goods	Co.	 Spann	Co.	Hoosier	Tire	Co.	 State	Life	Insurance	Co.	The	Houghton	Lumber	Co.	 Thomas	Maffat	Co./United	Glue	Co.	Ideal	Heating	Co.	 Thornton	&	Rodecker	Co.	Indiana	Builders	Corp.	 Tin,	Sheet	Iron,	Slate	&	Tile	Roofing	Co.	Indianapolis	Brush	&	Broom	Manufacturing	Co.	 Transfer	Co.	Indianapolis	Coal	Co.	 Union	Trust	Co.	Indianapolis	Electric	Supply	Co.	 W.D.	Long	&	Co.	Indianapolis	Tent	&	Awning	Co.	 Walter	T.	White	Co.	International	Metal	Polish	Co.	 Winchell	Communication	Co.	Interstate	Car	Co.	 Woods	Richards	Co.	*Note:	Although	82	companies	are	listed	above	in	Table	4.2	Part	2,	4	of	thecompanies	were	listed	twice	in	the	dataset.	Five	of	12	manager	positions	did	not	list	a	company	in	the	city	directories,	as	well	as	all	4	superintendent	positions,	1	supervisor	position,	and	1	cashier	position.	This	total	takes	the	number	of	executive	positions	up	to	97,	as	seen	in	Table	4.2	Part	1.	Table	4.2	Part	2	lists	all	of	the	companies	of	the	executives	from	the	original	owner	occupation	section	of	the	dataset.	For	the	purpose	of	this	dataset,	an	“executive	position”	is	defined	as	any	title	that	relates	to	having	authority	in	a	business	or	organization,	including	positions	such	as	president	(29),	vice	president	(12),	treasurer	(6),	manager	(12),	superintendent	(4),	supervisor	(1),	and	cashier	(1).	In	total,	82	companies	are	represented;	four	companies	are	listed	twice,	noted	by	parenthesis,	for	a	total	of	97	individuals	holding	executive	positions.	These	
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Understanding	America’s	Domestic	Architecture	text,	published	in	1984	and	revised	in	2015,	for	the	“survey”	data.107	Table	5.1	Part	1:	Survey	Architectural	Styles,	1909-1917	1909	 1910	 1911	 1912	 1913	 1914	 1915	 1916	 1917	20th	Century	Styles	 14	 15	 2	 13	 14	 17	 4	 5	American	Revival	Styles	 1	 1	 4	 5	 6	 9	Art	Deco	Commercial/flat	 1	 1	European	Revival	Styles	 5	 5	 2	 4	 5	 5	 4	 9	 8	Miscellaneous*	 1	Renovated	Older	Houses	 2	Stick	Style	 2	Vernacular108	 3	 2	 2	 2	 4	 4	 2	*Multiple	subdivision	houses	with	different	styles	in	one	article.Table	5.1	Part	2:	Survey	Architectural	Styles,	1918-1926	STYLE	 1918	 1919	 1920	 1921	 1922	 1923	 1924	 1925	 1926	20th	Century	Styles	 8	 7	 3	 5	 10	 4	 14	 9	American	Revival	Styles	 5	 14	 1	 4	 9	 18	 20	 12	 15	Art	Deco	 1	 1	Commercial/flat	Euro.	Revival	Styles	 1	 3	 1	 3	 7	 4	 9	 11	 22	
106	Refer	back	to	the	description	of	these	surveys	in	the	historiography,	p.	23.	107	Virginia	Savage	McAlester,	A	Field	Guide	to	American	Houses	(Revised):	The	Definitive	Guide	to	
Identifying	and	Understanding	America’s	Domestic	Architecture	(New	York:	Random	House	Incorporated,	2015).	108	The	architectural	style,	Vernacular,	is	defined	by	McAlester	(p.	753)	as	a	“simple	geometric	form”	without	any	“stylistic	details,”	influenced	by	folk-styled	houses and is depicted in Illustration 6.
65	
Miscellaneous	Renovated	Older	Houses	Stick	Style	 1	 1	Vernacular109	 1	 1	 1	 2	 1	 1	 2	Table	5.1	Part	3:	Survey	Architectural	Styles,	Totals,	By	Group	STYLE	 TOTAL	 %	20th	Century	Styles	 144	 34.70%	American	Revival	Styles	 124	 29.88%	Art	Deco	 2	 0.48%	Commercial/flat	 2	 0.48%	European	Revivals	 108	 26.02%	Miscellaneous	 1	 0.24%	Renovated	Older	Houses	 2	 0.48%	Stick	Style	 4	 0.96%	Vernacular	 28	 6.75%		Illustration	6	
I	identified	the	architectural	styles	of	415	buildings	in	the	dataset;	the	remaining	ten	structures	had	no	style	listed	and	poor	image	quality	that	precluded	identification.	In	regard	to	individual	styles,	I	identified	over	26%	of	the	buildings	in	
109	Illustration	6	depicts	an	example	of	a	vernacular-styled	residence,	“Corporation	Builds	Modest	Homes,”	Indianapolis	Star,	May	23,	1926.	
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north,	east,	and	south	sides.	The	American	Revival	styles	are	concentrated	in	the	northern	corridor,	with	a	smaller	cluster	around	Irvington.	Map	12	removes	symbolism	for	all	architectural	styles	except	the	three	most	prevalent,	the	Bungalow,	Colonial	Revival,	and	Tudor	Revival.112	Map	12	shows	that	the	Bungalow	and	Tudor	Revival	styles	exist	throughout	each	side	of	the	city,	whereas	Colonial	Revival	is	predominant	along	the	northern	corridor,	particularly	between	Illinois	Street	and	College	Avenue	and	Thirtieth	to	Fifty-Second	Streets.	A	second	cluster	of	Colonial	Revival	housing	exists	in	the	eastern	corridor.	Table	5.2:	Architects	Listed,	Summary	ARCHITECT	 TOTAL	 %*	 ARCHITECT	 TOTAL	 %*	Alvin	Schellschmidt	 1	 0.61%	 Horace	E.	Boggy	 1	 0.61%	Bacon	&	Tislow	 2	 1.21%	 Howard	L.	Burns	 1	 0.61%	Bass,	Knowlton	&	Graham	 2	 1.21%	 J.	Edwin	Kopf	&	K.K.	Woolling	 1	 0.61%	Brubaker	and	Stern	 1	 0.61%	 J.T.	Johnson	&	Co.	 1	 0.61%	Charles	Austin	Bates	 2	 1.21%	 John	P.	Parrish	 2	 1.21%	Charles	Byfield	 10	 6.06%	 Kenneth	D.	Coffin	 1	 0.61%	Charles	E.	Bacon	 2	 1.21%	 L.H.	Sturges	 1	 0.61%	Charles	Edgar	Bates	 10	 6.06%	 L.R.	Langhein	 1	 0.61%	Charles	L.	Bacon	 2	 1.21%	 Lee	Burns	 1	 0.61%	Charles	O.	Morris	 2	 1.21%	 M.L.	Carr	 3	 1.82%	Clarence	Martindale	 3	 1.82%	 Maurice	E.	Thornton	 1	 0.61%	Clarence	T.	Meyers	 1	 0.61%	 McGuire	&	Shook	 2	 1.21%	D.A.	Bohlen	&	Son	 3	 1.82%	 Merritt	&	Harrison	 3	 1.82%	Doeppers	&	Myers	 4	 2.42%	 Merritt,	Harrison	&	Turnock	 2	 1.21%	Donald	Graham	 1	 0.61%	 Mothershead	&	Fitton	 1	 0.61%	E.J.	Ostling	 1	 0.61%	 O.F.	Mann	 1	 0.61%	Edward	D.	Pierre	 5	 3.03%	 R.H.	Shelhorn	 1	 0.61%	Elliot	Hadley	 1	 0.61%	 R.P.	Daggett	&	Co.	 1	 0.61%	Everett	Crabb	 1	 0.61%	 Ralph	R.	Reeder	 1	 0.61%	F.S.	Cannon	Co.	 1	 0.61%	 Ralph	S.	Brydon	 1	 0.61%	Foltz	&	Parker	 3	 1.82%	 Roger	N.	Williams	 1	 0.61%	Frank	B.	Bremerman	 1	 0.61%	 Roy	J.	Lanham	 1	 0.61%	
112	Map	12,	“Buildings	by	Architectural	Style,”	Appendix	B,	page	12.	
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Frank	B.	Hunter	 35	 21.21%	 Rubush	&	Hunter	 1	 0.61%	George	&	McLucas	 2	 1.21%	 S.L.	Montgomery	 1	 0.61%	George	&	Zimmerman	 1	 0.61%	 Samuel	A.	Hastings	 1	 0.61%	George	Bedell	 1	 0.61%	 Thornton	&	Rodecker	 2	 1.21%	George	Hoagland	 2	 1.21%	 True	L.	Brookie	 1	 0.61%	George,	McLucas	&	Fitton	 3	 1.82%	 Vonnegut	&	Bohn	 1	 0.61%	H.E.	Kramer	 1	 0.61%	 W.	Moore	&	Co.	 2	 1.21%	H.K.	Fatont	 1	 0.61%	 W.A.	Staples	 1	 0.61%	H.L.	Simons	 3	 1.82%	 W.H.	Brown	&	Son	 1	 0.61%	Harry	M.	Hice	 1	 0.61%	 W.H.	Garns	 1	 0.61%	Henry	Dupont	 1	 0.61%	 W.O.	Morek	 1	 0.61%	Herbert	Foltz	 4	 2.42%	 Walter	Scholer	 1	 0.61%	Herbert	L.	Bass	 8	 4.85%	 William	F.	Nelson	 1	 0.61%	*Percentage	calculated	based	on	total	number	of	architects	listed,	165,	not	the	totalnumber	of	articles.	The	architect	summary,	Table	5.2,	lists	“architects”	in	the	sampled	articles,	some	of	whom	may	more	accurately	have	been	builders	or	owners,	because	the	Indiana	state	licensing	program	was	instituted	after	the	time	frame	of	the	dataset.113	In	sum,	165	articles	provided	architects’	names,	while	the	remaining	260	articles	in	the	dataset	did	not.	Frank	B.	Hunter	was	named	as	architect	of	35	structures.	After	Hunter,	Charles	Byfield	and	Charles	Edgar	Bates	designed	ten	structures	each.	Map	13	illustrates	the	location	of	buildings	designed	by	Hunter,	Byfield,	and	Bates,	depicting	a	preference	for	the	northern	corridor.114	This	cluster	centers	
113	The	discussion	on	instituting	architect’s	licenses	in	the	State	of	Indiana	began	as	early	as	1910:	“Favor	Architects’	License,”	Indianapolis	Star,	June	12,	1910.	The	earliest	architect	licensing	bill	made	it	to	the	General	Assembly	in	1913:	“New	Bills	in	House,	Feb.	22,”	Indianapolis	Star,	February	23,	1913.	[Licensing	standards	were	eventually	established	in	1929,	with	the	creation	of	a	state	board	of	registration	of	architects,	that	required	applicants	to	pay	a	$25	fee,	pass	a	qualifying	exam	from	a	recognized	architecture	school,	and	verify	one	year	of	experience	with	a	“reputable”	architect.	“Legislative	Calendar,”	Indianapolis	Star,	February	27,	1929.	Contractor	licensing	followed,	with	a	similar	bill	in	1929,	but	it	stipulated	an	exemption	for	contractors	building	single-family	residences,	“Legislative	Calendar,”	Indianapolis	Star,	February	7,	1929.]	Introduced	in	the	Laws	of	Indiana,	Acts	1929,	State	Statute	I.C.	62-2.	114	Map	13,	“Three	Most	Predominant	Architects,”	Appendix	B,	page	13.	
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around	the	area	between	Meridian	Street	to	Fall	Creek	Parkway	and	from	Thirtieth	Street	to	Thirty-Eighth	Street.	The	east	side	shows	a	handful	of	sites	along	Washington	Street	by	Frank	B.	Hunter.	Table	5.3:	Designers	Listed,	Summary	DESIGNER	 TOTAL	 %*	 DESIGNER	 TOTAL	 %*	Albert	E.	Glidden	 1	 0.82%	 Jose-Balz	Co.	 1	 0.82%	Albert	Hitzelberger	 1	 0.82%	 Kaufman	and	Richmond	 1	 0.82%	Bastian	Realty	Co.	 1	 0.82%	 Kenneth	E.	Griffith	 1	 0.82%	Brookie	&	Maginnis	 1	 0.82%	 L.H.	Sturgis	 1	 0.82%	Bungalow	Co.	of	Indpls	 2	 1.64%	 Laban	C.	Johnson	 1	 0.82%	Burns	Realty	 3	 2.46%	 Leroy	Wakefield	 2	 1.64%	C.A.	Gardner	&	Son	 1	 0.82%	 M.M.	Miller	 1	 0.82%	C.E.	Plummer	(Owner)	 1	 0.82%	 Marion	Building	&	Investment	Co.	 5	 4.10%	Charles	Edgar	Bates	 1	 0.82%	 Maurice	E.	Thornton	(Owner	of	1)	 2	 1.64%	Chester	G.	Ward	 1	 0.82%	 McClure	Building	 2	 1.64%	Circle	City	Construction	 2	 1.64%	 Metz	Construction	Co.	 1	 0.82%	Columbia	Building	Co.	 1	 0.82%	 Mothershead	&	Fitton	 1	 0.82%	D.D.	Augustus	 2	 1.64%	 Mrs.	W.R.	Clanan	(Owner)	 1	 0.82%	Donald	Graham	 1	 0.82%	 Mrs.	Harry	L.	Mott	 1	 0.82%	E.A.	Byrkit	 1	 0.82%	 Mrs.	Wilma	English	Wheeler	(Owner)	 1	 0.82%	E.D.	Pierre	 1	 0.82%	 Percy	Powell	 2	 1.64%	Ed	H.	Schmoe	 1	 0.82%	 Reidel	&	Parrish	 1	 0.82%	Edward	Newel	 3	 2.46%	 Robert	L.	Durflinger	 1	 0.82%	Elliot	Hadley	 1	 0.82%	 Roger	N.	Williams	 1	 0.82%	F.D.	Loomis	 1	 0.82%	 S.T.	Clauson	 1	 0.82%	F.M.	Bartholomew	 1	 0.82%	 Sanford	P.	Secrest	 1	 0.82%	F.P.	Foulke	(Owner)	 1	 0.82%	 Sim	Goss	 1	 0.82%	Fermor	S.	Cannon	 1	 0.82%	 Southern	Lumber	Co.	 5	 4.10%	Frank	B.	Bremerman	(Owner	of	1)	 2	 1.64%	 T.W.	Mitchell	 1	 0.82%	Frank	P.	Nuckles	 1	 0.82%	 Taylor	C.	Power	 1	 0.82%	Frederick	Lawrence	(Owner)	 1	 0.82%	 Theodore	R.	Brydon	 1	 0.82%	
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George	D.	Lance	 1	 0.82%	 Theodore	Sander	 1	 0.82%	George	V.	Bedell	 1	 0.82%	 Thomas	A.	Moynahan	Construction	Co.	 1	 0.82%	George,	McLucas	&	Fitton	 1	 0.82%	 Thomas	M.	Barnett	(Owner)	 1	 0.82%	Guthrie	Thompson	Co.	 2	 1.64%	 Thornton	&	Rodecker	 1	 0.82%	H.L.	Simons	 9	 7.38%	 W.A.	Sides	 1	 0.82%	Heaton	Bros.	 1	 0.82%	 W.B.	Morgan	 2	 1.64%	Henry	Dollman	 2	 1.64%	 W.C.	LeFeber	&	Son	 1	 0.82%	J.F.	Cantwell	 1	 0.82%	 W.H.	Cobble	 1	 0.82%	J.T.	Johnson	&	Co.	 2	 1.64%	 Walker-Brooks	Realty	Co.	 3	 2.46%	J.W.	Carpenter	 1	 0.82%	 William	A.	Rhynerson	(Owner)	 1	 0.82%	J.W.	Darnell	(Owner)	 1	 0.82%	 William	F.	Nelson	 11	 9.02%	John	Deitrich	 1	 0.82%	 William	Scatton	(Owner)	 2	 1.64%	*Percentage	calculated	based	on	total	number	of	designers	listed,	122,	not	the	totalnumber	of	articles.	The	designer	summary,	Table	5.3,	lists	the	designers	mentioned	in	the	sample	articles.	The	articles	use	the	terms	“architect”	and	“designer”	somewhat	interchangeably;	some	of	the	designers	listed	above	are	also	included	in	the	architect	summary,	Table	5.2,	such	as	Charles	Edgar	Bates,	Edward	D.	Pierre,	and	William	F.	Nelson.	Some	of	the	designers	are	in	fact	the	owners	of	the	property	in	the	dataset;	these	designers	have	“(Owner)”	next	to	their	name.	One	hundred	and	twenty-two	articles	provided	information	on	the	designers	of	featured	structures,	while	the	remaining	303	did	not.	William	F.	Nelson	designed	eleven	structures,	making	him	the	prevalent	designer	in	the	dataset,	followed	by	H.L.	Simons	with	nine	structures,	then	the	Marion	Building	&	Investment	Co.	and	the	Southern	Lumber	Co.,	both	with	five	structures.	These	last	two	represent	a	growing	trend	of	realty	or	development	companies	managing	both	the	planning	and	construction	of	single	
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homes	up	to	large	subdivisions	and	then	representing	themselves	to	sell	their	properties.115	Table	5.4:	Contractors	and/or	Builders	Listed,	Summary	CONTRACTOR/BUILDER    TOTAL	 %*	 CONTRACTOR/BUILDER	 TOTAL	 %*	Agit	Sahm	 1	 0.36%	 L.C.	Huey	Building	Co.	(Owner)	 1	 0.36%	Albert	E.	Glidden	 3	 1.19%	 Laban	C.	Johnson		 1	 0.36%	Albert	Hitzelberger	 2	 0.79%	 Leffingwell	Bros.		 1	 0.36%	American	Estates	Co.	 1	 0.36%	 Leroy	Wakefield		 1	 0.36%	American	Housing	Co.	 1	 0.36%	 Leslie	Colvin		 1	 0.36%	Art	Home	Building	Co.	 1	 0.36%	 Lorenz	Schmidt		 1	 0.36%	B.M.	Pace	(Owner)	 2	 0.79%	 M.M.	Miller		 1	 0.36%	Bastian	Realty	 4	 1.58%	 Marion	Building	&	Investment	Co.	 9	 3.56%	Ben	C.	Rayborn	 1	 0.36%	 Maurice	Thornton		 1	 0.36%	Brandt	Bros.	 2	 0.79%	 McClure	Building	Co.		 2	 0.79%	Bridges	&	Graves	Co.	 2	 0.79%	 Metz	Construction	Co.	 1	 0.36%	Buckeye	Realty	Co.	 2	 0.79%	 Mothershead	&	Fitton	 1	 0.36%	Builders	Real	Estate	Co.	 2	 0.79%	 Mrs.	Louise	Powell		 1	 0.36%	Builders	Construction	Co.	 1	 0.36%	 Myers	&	Son	 1	 0.36%	Burns	Realty	 4	 1.58%	 O.E.	Pike		 1	 0.36%	C.E.	Plummer	(Owner)	 1	 0.36%	 O.F.	Mann		 1	 0.36%	Cart	Light	 1	 0.36%	 Orin	Jessup	Land	Co.	 1	 0.36%	Charles	H.	Frazier	(Owner)	 1	 0.36%	 Ostrum	Realty		 3	 1.19%	Charles	J.	Wacker	 2	 0.79%	 Pennsylvania	Building	Co.	 1	 0.36%	Chester	G.	Ward	 2	 0.79%	 Percy	Powell		 2	 0.79%	Christian	Prader	 1	 0.36%	 Puritan	Finance	Co.	 1	 0.36%	
115	Indianapolis	Star	began	reporting	on	this	trend	starting	in	the	1920s.	For	example,	in	1922	the	Indiana	Builders’	Corporation	had	consolidated	the	home	construction	business	by	employing	their	“own	carpenters,	cement	men,	painters,	paperhangers	and	floor	finishers”	under	supervision	of	the	company’s	vice	president.	Indiana	Builders’	Corporation	also	began	acquiring	clients’	current	homes	as	partial	payment	for	the	new	home.	“Indiana	Builders’	Corporation	Constructs	Homes	for	Inexpensive	or	Costly	Design,”	Indianapolis	Star,	October	8,	1922.	Realty	Finance	and	Building	Co.	continued	this	trend,	by	“carrying	out	the	idea	of	a	complete	service	[with]	its	own	legal	department,	its	own	architect,	and	superintendent	of	construction.”	“Acquisition	of	New	Homes	by	Exchange	of	Old	Novel	Idea	of	Organized	Realty	Company,”	Indianapolis	Star,	October	29,	1922.	Royse-Borchert	Realty	Investment	Co.,	only	bought	lots	on	speculation	(did	not	build	on	spec)	and	waited	to	obtain	a	buyer	for	the	lot	in	order	to	build	the	house	to	the	buyer’s	specifications;	like	the	other	realty	companies,	they	also	took	the	buyer’s	former	house	as	partial	payment.	“Cozy	Homes	Built	by	New	Realty	Firm:	Building	Boom	in	City	to	Continue	for	Many	Years,”	Indianapolis	Star,	July	1,	1923.	
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Circle	City	Construction	 2	 0.79%	 R.H.	Shelhorn	 1	 0.36%	Citizens	Realty	Co.	 1	 0.36%	 R.L.	Castle	 1	 0.36%	Clyde	E.	Springer	 1	 0.36%	 R.L.	Durflinger	 2	 0.79%	Columbia	Building	Co.	 1	 0.36%	 Ralph	Reeder	(Owner)	 1	 0.36%	Condor	&	Culbertson	 15	 5.93%	 Ralph	S.	Brydon	 1	 0.36%	D.A.	Coulter	 1	 0.36%	 Raymond	Selig	 1	 0.36%	D.D.	Augustus	 2	 0.79%	 Reidel	&	Parrish		 1	 0.36%	Dollman	Construction	Co.	 2	 0.79%	 Reliable	Realty	Co.	 2	 0.79%	E.A.	Byrkit	 1	 0.36%	 Robert	B.	Insley		 1	 0.36%	E.G.	Spink	Co.	 3	 1.19%	 Royse-Borchert	Realty	Investment	Co.	 1	 0.36%	E.M.	Schofield	Building	Co.	 1	 0.36%	 S.A.	Davis	 1	 0.36%	Economy	Construction	Corp.		 1	 0.36%	 S.E.	Berry	 1	 0.36%	Ed.	H.	Schmoe	 1	 0.36%	 S.H.	Creighton	(Owner)	 1	 0.36%	Edward	Newel	 4	 1.58%	 S.T.	Clauson		 1	 0.36%	F.M.	Bartholomew	 2	 0.79%	 Sanford	P.	Secrest		 1	 0.36%	Ferdinand	Winter	 1	 0.36%	 Sawyer	System	Building	Co.	 1	 0.36%	Ford	Woods	 2	 0.79%	 Schofield	Construction	and	Engineering	Co.	(Owner)	 1	 0.36%	Frank	A.	Throop	Co.	 1	 0.36%	 Sim	Goss		 1	 0.36%	Frank	B.	Bremerman	 4	 1.58%	 Sourbier-Emrick	Co.		 2	 0.79%	Frank	Mead	 1	 0.36%	 Southern	Lumber	Co.	 15	 5.93%	Frank	P.	Nuckles	 1	 0.36%	 Spiegel	Brown	Construction	Co.	 1	 0.36%	Fred	H.	Sillery	 2	 0.79%	 Stilz	&	Moxley		 1	 0.36%	Frederick	Lawrence	(Owner)	 1	 0.36%	 Sylvanus	Asher	 1	 0.36%	George	D.	Lance	 1	 0.36%	 T.R.	Brydon		 2	 0.79%	George	W.	Tobin	 1	 0.36%	 T.W.	Mitchell		 1	 0.36%	Guthrie	Thompson	Co.	 3	 1.19%	 Taylor	C.	Power	 6	 2.37%	H.F.	Stretchberry	 1	 0.36%	 Tee-Square	Construction	Co.	 1	 0.36%	H.H.	Fulk	 1	 0.36%	 Theodore	Sander	 1	 0.36%	H.H.	Prasuhn	 1	 0.36%	 Thomas	A.	Moynahan	 5	 1.98%	H.L.	Burns	 1	 0.36%	 Thornberry	Realty	 1	 0.36%	H.L.	Simons	 9	 3.56%	 W.A.	Sides		 1	 0.36%	H.M.	Agerter	Building	Co.	 1	 0.36%	 W.B.	Morgan		 2	 0.79%	
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Harry	Alkire	 1	 0.36%	 W.C.	LeFeber	&	Son	 1	 0.36%	Heaton	Bros.	(Owner)	 1	 0.36%	 W.F.	Lee		 1	 0.36%	Home	Building	and	Realty	Co.		 2	 0.79%	 W.H.	Cobble		 2	 0.79%	Howard	Burns	 1	 0.36%	 W.H.	Moore		 1	 0.36%	Indiana	Builders’	Corp.	 1	 0.36%	 Walker-Brooks	Realty	Co.	 6	 2.37%	J.C.	Miller	 1	 0.36%	 Walter	T.	White	(Owner)	 1	 0.36%	J.F.	Cantwell	 3	 1.19%	 Weddell	&	Weddell		 1	 0.36%	J.W.	Carpenter	 1	 0.36%	 Wilfred	F.	Seyfriend	 1	 0.36%	J.W.	Darnell	(Owner	of	1)	 2	 0.79%	 William	F.	Nelson		 10	 3.95%	Jacob	Kuhn	 1	 0.36%	 William	Low	Rice		 3	 1.19%	James	W.	Carr	 1	 0.36%	 William	P.	Jungclaus	Co.	 2	 0.79%	John	Deitrich	 1	 0.36%	 William	Scatton	(Owner)	 1	 0.36%	Jose-Balz	Co.	 1	 0.36%	 Willis	H.	Kinnear	 1	 0.36%	Joseph	Sertell	 1	 0.36%	 Yoke	Realty		 3	 1.19%	Kindig	Bros.	 1	 0.36%	*Percentage	calculated	based	on	total	number	of	contractor/builders	listed,	253,	notthe	total	number	of	articles.	The	contractor	and/or	builder	summary,	Table	5.4,	lists	the	contractors	or	builders	mentioned	in	the	sample	articles.	Like	the	designations	“architect”	and	“designer,”	the	articles	use	“designer,”	“contractor,”	and	“builder”	interchangeably,	and	some	of	these	contractors	or	builders	listed	above	are	also	represented	in	the	designer	summary,	Table	5.3.	Additionally,	some	of	the	contractors	or	builders	are	also	the	property	owners;	these	contractors	have	“(Owner)”	next	to	their	names.	Two	hundred	and	fifty-three	articles	provided	information	on	the	contractor/builders	of	these	structures,	while	the	remaining	172	did	not.	This	data	depicts	a	trend	of	realty	and	development	companies	owning	and	managing	the	construction	and	sale	of	these	properties.	Not	surprisingly,	developers	denote	a	significant	amount	of	buildings	in	the	dataset,	with	Condor	&	Culbertson	and	the	
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Chapter	6:	Exterior	Building	Materials	An	important	part	of	the	data	interpretation	for	building	survival	relates	to	building	materials,	especially	those	materials	related	to	structural	stability	and	weatherproofing.	Exterior	building	materials	and	cladding,	the	material	only	covering	the	exterior,	was	described	in	some	of	the	Indianapolis	Star	articles.	When	possible	I	have	visually	identified	the	exterior	material	by	the	article’s	photograph	or	available	contemporary	photos.116	Building	materials	play	a	significant	role	in	the	perseverance	of	architecture,	for	both	structural	and	economical	reasons.117	This	chapter	considers	the	viewpoint	that	exterior	materiality	plays	a	role	in	what	buildings	are	demolished,	for	example	in	costs	of	maintenance	and	repair.	The	data	provided	in	this	chapter	analyzes	the	common	exterior	materials	used	for	the	building	sample.118	Table	6.1	Part	1:	Exterior	Material,	1909-1917	MATERIAL	 1909	 1910	 1911	 1912	 1913	 1914	 1915	 1916	 1917	Brick	 10	 6	 2	 2	 12	 12	 11	 14	 12	Concrete	 1	 1	Cypress	 2	Log	 1	Shingle	Stone	
116	Contemporary	photos	viewed	via	Google	Street	View.	117	Changing	attitudes	in	building	materials	and	quality	were	lamented	in	local	media:	“What’s	happened	to	quality	and	workmanship?	Houses	built	in	the	[18]80’s	and	[18]90’s	or	just	after	the	turn	of	the	century	may	look	funny	now,	with	their	bay	windows	and	stained	glass,	their	heavy	trim	and	lavish	ornament,	but	they	did	contain	quality.	Woodwork,	flooring	–	none	of	your	cheap,	unseasoned	stuff	that	causes	so	much	grief	to	home-builders	these	days,	and,	for	that	matter,	it	isn’t	cheap.	We	don’t	have	the	material	and	we	don’t	have	the	patient	skill	they	had	two	or	three	generations	ago.”	Henry	Butler,	“Henry	Butler	Says,”	Indianapolis	Times,	February	22,	1954.	118	Terms	were	simplified	from	the	articles.	All	types	of	stucco	application	have	been	grouped	as	“stucco,”	and	all	types	of	stone	are	listed	as	“stone.”	Many	wood-sided	buildings	were	described	as	“frame”	in	the	articles,	but	this	creates	confusion	as	most	structures	involved	some	kind	of	framing	technique	in	the	construction	process.	Therefore,	while	“frame”	was	used	in	the	dataset,	the	word	has	been	replaced	for	analytical	purposes	with	the	phrase	“wood	siding.”	Additionally,	articles	did	not	always	differentiate	between	“brick”	and	“brick	veneer,”	nor	was	I	able	to	visually	distinguish	between	the	two,	so	“brick”	is	a	single	category.	
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Chapter	7:	Demolition	Trends	While	suburbanization,	urban	renewal,	and	blight	elimination	all	influence	the	fate	of	these	illustrated	historic	buildings	in	the	dataset,	I	have	considered	each	building’s	individual	characteristics.	Buildings	fail	and	are	demolished	because	of	structural	flaws,	mechanical	failure,	overwhelming	costs,	deferred	maintenance,	natural	and	manmade	catastrophes,	as	well	as	individuals’	tastes	in	style,	in	location,	and	in	lot	size.	Between	the	years	1992	and	1997,	2,097	demolition	contractors	completed	$3.1	billion	worth	of	business	in	the	U.S.,	and	the	number	of	demolition	contractors	increased	roughly	60%.125	This	chapter	builds	upon	the	data	provided	in	Chapters	3	through	6	to	explore	demolished	structures,	starting	with	a	yearly	comparison	of	extant	versus	demolished	properties,	followed	by	demolitions	by	decade	demolished	and	year	constructed,	and	demolitions	by	building	type,	architectural	style,	and	exterior	building	material	or	cladding.	This	examination	will	reveal	hidden	demolition	trends.	Table	7.1	Part	1:	Extant	vs.	Demolished,	1909-1917	STATUS	 1909	 1910	 1911	 1912	 1913	 1914	 1915	 1916	 1917	Extant	 17	 16	 1	 19	 15	 22	 18	 20	Demolished	 5	 3	 5	 4	 4	 6	 4	 7	 4	Partial	Info	Needed	 5	 1	 5	 3	 3	 1	Table	7.1	Part	2:	Extant	vs.	Demolished,	1918-1926	STATUS	 1918	 1919	 1920	 1921	 1922	 1923	 1924	 1925	 1926	Extant	 12	 21	 2	 9	 16	 30	 31	 36	 40	Demolished	 3	 4	 1	 1	 6	 3	 2	 2	 4	Partial	 1	Info	Needed	 1	 1	 3	 1	 1	 1	 1	 4	
125	Jeff	Byles,	Rubble:	Unearthing	the	History	of	Demolition	(New	York:	Harmony	Books,	2005),	17.	
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Table	7.1	Part	3:	Extant	vs.	Demolished,	Totals	STATUS	 TOTAL	 %*	Extant	 325	 76.47%	Demolished	 68	 16.00%	Partial	 1	 0.24%	Info	Needed	 31	 7.29%	*Percentage	calculated	based	on	the	total	number	of	buildings,	425.Table	7.1	represents	the	current	status,	as	of	January	2016,	of	the	structures	in	the	dataset	as	extant,	demolished,	partially	standing,	or	more	information	needed,	out	of	the	total	425	articles.	More	than	76%	of	the	buildings	in	the	sample	are	still	standing,	while	16%	have	been	demolished.	One	building	(0.24%	of	the	sample)	is	partially	intact.	Thirty-one	structures,	or	7.29%,	need	additional	information	due	to	the	photograph	or	illustration	provided	in	the	article	being	unclear	and	the	Google	Street	View	image	consulted	could	not	lead	to	a	confident	identification.126		Map	16	depicts	the	demolished	and	extant	properties	in	the	dataset.127	As	expected,	a	handful	of	buildings	in	the	sample	in	the	I-65	and	I-70	interstate	paths	were	demolished.	A	majority	of	the	demolished	structures	are	closer	to	the	city	center	than	the	inner-suburbs,	from	Meridian	Street	to	College	Avenue	and	from	Tenth	Street	to	Thirty-Fourth	Street.	A	handful	of	demolished	structures	were	located	on	the	east,	south,	and	west	sides	of	downtown	as	well.	Extant	structures	increase	north	of	Thirty-Fourth	Street	in	the	northern	corridor.	The	eastern	corridor	is	almost	all	extant,	as	is	the	area	around	Garfield	Park	on	the	south	side.		
126	Some	of	these	properties	were	possibly	altered	so	much	that	a	site	visit	including	access	to	the	interior	would	be	necessary	to	potentially	identify	and	confirm	whether	or	not	it	was	the	same	structure.	This	confirmation	would	be	needed	for	structures	for	which	a	combination	of	Google	Street	View,	Indianapolis	aerial	photographs,	and	newspaper	articles	did	not	provide	enough	information.	127	Map	16,	“Demolished	vs.	Extant	Status,”	Appendix	B,	page	16.	
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Table	7.2	Part	1:	Demolitions,	Year	Constructed	by	Decade	Demolished	1920s	 1930s	 1940s	 1950s	 1960s	 1970s	 1980s	 1990s	 2000s	 2010s	1909	 1	 2	 2	1910	 1	 1	 1	1911	 2	 1	 2	1912	 1	 2	 1	1913	 1	 2	 1	1914	 1	 1	 3	 1	1915	 1	 1	 2	1916	 1	 1	 3	 1	 1	1917	 2	 2	1918	 1	 1	1919	 2	 1	 1	1920	1921	 1	1922	 1	 1	 2	 2	1923	 1	 1	 1	1924	 1	 1	1925	 1	 1	1926	 1	 3	Table	7.2	Part	2:	Demolition	Totals	by	Year	Constructed	TOTAL	 %*	1909	 5	 7.58%	1910	 3	 4.55%	1911	 5	 7.58%	1912	 4	 6.06%	1913	 4	 6.06%	1914	 6	 9.09%	1915	 4	 6.06%	1916	 7	 10.61%	1917	 4	 6.06%	1918	 2	 3.03%	1919	 4	 6.06%	1920	 -	 -	1921	 1	 1.52%	1922	 6	 9.09%	1923	 3	 4.55%	1924	 2	 3.03%	1925	 2	 3.03%	1926	 4	 6.06%	*Percentage	calculated	based	on	66	determined	demolition	dates.
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Table	7.3	Part	3:	Demolitions	by	Building	Type	vs.	Demolition	Date,	Totals	TOTAL	 %*	Residential	 35	 53.03%	Apartments	 22	 33.33%	Commercial	 5	 7.58%	Church	 3	 4.55%	Municipal	 1	 1.52%	*Percentage	calculated	based	on	the	number	of	determined	demolition	dates,	66.Table	7.3	considers	demolitions	by	building	type.	Out	of	the	66	determined	demolitions,	residential	structures	make	up	a	majority	with	53%,	or	35	demolished	residences,	followed	by	apartment	buildings	with	33%,	or	22	demolished	apartments.	While	this	percentage	is	not	surprising	since	houses	and	apartment	buildings	make	up	a	majority	of	building	types	represented	in	the	dataset,	the	apartment	percentage	is	disproportionally	larger.	Referring	to	Table	3.1,	which	considers	all	structures	in	the	database	extant	and	demolished,	houses	and	duplexes	make	up	over	80%	of	the	structures	while	apartment	buildings	are	just	under	15%	of	the	total.	In	other	words,	35	houses	out	of	343	were	demolished,	while	22	out	of	63	apartment	buildings	were	razed.	Apartment	location,	style,	and	material	may	play	roles	in	these	demolitions,	as	well	as	maintenance	demands.	Mapping	these	features	gleans	some	additional	information.	Map	18	displays	demolitions	organized	by	building	type.132	Although	a	majority	of	the	structures	in	the	complete	dataset	are	single-family	and	duplex	houses,	when	analyzing	only	demolished	structures	by	building	type,	apartments	finish	second	in	terms	of	percentage	lost.	These	demolished	apartment	buildings	were	located	along	the	inner	loop	of	the	I-65	and	I-70	interstate	highways	and	along	
132	Map	18,	“Demolitions	by	Type,”	Appendix	B,	page	18.	
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Meridian	Street.133	Most	demolished	single-family	houses	were	located	in	the	northern	corridor,	up	to	Sixty-Fifth	Street.	Demolished	churches	and	clubhouses	were	scattered	on	the	north	and	south	sides	of	downtown.	A	majority	of	these	demolitions,	independent	of	the	building	type,	were	located	on	the	north	side	of	town,	starting	at	Tenth	Street.	Table	7.4	Part	1:	Demolitions	by	City-Designated	Neighborhood	Neighborhood	 TOTAL	 %*	Broad	Ripple	 2	 2.94%	Downtown	 4	 5.88%	Fairgrounds	 2	 2.94%	Fletcher	Place	 1	 1.47%	Garfield	Park	 1	 1.47%	Lockerbie	 1	 1.47%	Mapleton-Fall	Creek	 15	 22.06%	Martindale-Brightwood	 1	 1.47%	Meadows	 1	 1.47%	Meridian-Kessler	 6	 8.82%	Monument	Circle	 1	 1.47%	Near	Eastside	 1	 1.47%	Near	Northside	 22	 32.35%	Near	Southeast	 1	 1.47%	Near	Southside	 1	 1.47%	Riverside	 6	 8.82%	West	Indianapolis	 1	 1.47%	Wynnedale-Spring	Hill	 1	 1.47%	*Percentage	out	of	total	demolitions,	68.Table	7.4	Part	2:	Demolitions	by	Historic	District	Neighborhood134	Neighborhood	 TOTAL	 %*	Fletcher	Place	 1	 1.47%	Herron-Morton	Place	 2	 2.94%	Indianapolis	Parks	&	Boulevard	System	 3	 4.41%	Lockerbie	 1	 1.47%	
133	Inner	loop	refers	to	the	area	downtown	where	the	I-65	and	I-70	interstates	merge,	roughly	bounded	by	13th	Street	to	the	north,	Pine	Street	to	the	east,	Morris	Street	to	the	south,	and	West	Street	to	the	west.	134	By	both	National	Register	of	Historic	Places	and	Indianapolis	Historic	Preservation	Commission	historic	districts.	
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Meridian	Park	 1	 1.47%	None	 52	 76.47%	North	Meridian	Street	 1	 1.47%	Old	Northside	 2	 2.94%	Shortridge-Meridian	St.	Apts	 3	 4.41%	St.	Joseph	 3	 4.41%	*Percentage	out	of	total	demolitions,	68.Tables	7.4	Part	1	and	Part	2	present	demolition	data	grouped	by	neighborhoods.	Part	1	shows	that	by	city-designated	neighborhoods,	a	majority	of	demolitions	occurred	in	the	Near	Northside	(32.35%),	then	Mapleton-Fall	Creek	(22.06%),	and	then	Meridian-Kessler	and	Riverside	(each	with	8.82%).	Part	2	presents	demolitions	in	protected	historic	district	neighborhoods.	An	overwhelming	75.36%	of	structures	demolished	were	not	in	Indianapolis	Historic	Preservation	Commission-determined	local	historic	districts	or	the	National	Register	of	Historic	Places-determined	historic	districts.	All	neighborhoods	with	historic	district	protections	had	between	one	and	three	demolitions	within	their	boundaries,	with	the	most,	three,	occurring	in	the	historic	districts	of	the	Indianapolis	Parks	&	Boulevard	System,	Shortridge-Meridian	Street	Apartments,	and	St.	Joseph.	Neighborhoods	with	historic	district	protections	(40.5%)	were	less	likely	to	have	structures	demolished	in	the	dataset	than	neighborhoods	without	historic	district	protections	(59.5%).135	Conversely,	some	historic	district	boundaries	may	have	anticipated	later	demolition	of	structures	just	outside	of	the	proposed	district.136	Historic	district	protections	play	a	significant	role	in	deterring	demolitions	for	the	sample.	
135	Refer	to	Table	3.4	for	more	information	on	neighborhoods.	136	Refer	to	Appendix	B,	Map	4,	“National	Register	of	Historic	Places	Historic	Districts,	with	Dataset	Sites,”	page	4,	to	observe	the	close	proximity.	
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Table	7.5	Part	1:	Bungalows	Extant	vs.	Demolished	STATUS	 1909	 1910	 1911	 1912	 1913	 1914	 1915	 1916	 1917	Extant	 2	 4	 5	 8	 11	 1	 2	Demolished	 2	 1	 1	 1	Info	Needed	 2	 1	STATUS	 1918	 1919	 1920	 1921	 1922	 1923	 1924	 1925	 1926	Extant	 5	 6	 2	 3	 6	 2	 10	 6	Demolished	 1	 1	 1	Info	Needed	 1	 1	Table	7.5	Part	2:	Colonial	Revivals	Extant	vs.	Demolished	STATUS	 1909	 1910	 1911	 1912	 1913	 1914	 1915	 1916	 1917	Extant	 1	 3	 2	 5	 7	Demolished	 1	 3	 1	 1	Info	Needed	 1	STATUS	 1918	 1919	 1920	 1921	 1922	 1923	 1924	 1925	 1926	Extant	 3	 12	 1	 3	 7	 12	 17	 9	 12	Demolished	 1	 1	 2	 2	 1	 1	Info	Needed	 1	Table	7.5	Part	3:	Tudor	Revivals	Extant	vs.	Demolished	STATUS	 1909	 1910	 1911	 1912	 1913	 1914	 1915	 1916	 1917	Extant	 4	 4	 3	 1	 1	 3	 4	Demolished	 1	 1	Info	Needed	STATUS	 1918	 1919	 1920	 1921	 1922	 1923	 1924	 1925	 1926	Extant	 1	 3	 5	 8	 11	Demolished	 1	Info	Needed	 1	 1	 2	Table	7.5	Part	4:	Predominant	Styles,	Extant	vs.	Demolished,	Totals*	STYLE	 EXTANT	TOTAL	 %	 DEMO	TOTAL	 %	 UNK.	TOTAL	 %	Bungalow	 73	 22.53%	 8	 11.76%	 5	 16.13%	Colonial	Revival	 94	 29.01%	 14	 20.59%	 2	 6.45%	Tudor	Revival	 48	 14.81%	 3	 4.41%	 4	 12.90%	*Extant	total	calculated	by	the	total	number	of	extant	properties,	324,	from	Table7.1,	with	demolition	totals,	68,	and	unknown	totals,	31,	not	the	sum	of	the	three	most	prevalent	architectural	styles.	
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building	technology,	instead	of	ornamentation.	Only	three	of	55	Tudor	Revivals	in	the	sample	have	been	demolished,	a	4.41%	demolition	rate	compared	to	20.59%	of	the	Colonial	Revival	sample.	Bungalows	rest	in	between	the	two,	at	roughly	12%.	The	introduction	of	more	durable	materials	beginning	in	the	1920s,	of	reinforced	concrete,	new	stuccoing	methods,	and	the	incorporation	of	stone	or	block	foundations	would	become	an	asset	for	the	durability	of	the	bungalow.139	The	dataset	below	compares	the	demolition	data	with	exterior	materials.	Table	7.7	Part	1:	Brick	as	Material,	Extant	vs.	Demolished	STATUS	 1909	 1910	 1911	 1912	 1913	 1914	 1915	 1916	 1917	Extant	 8	 5	 8	 8	 8	 11	 10	Demolished	 2	 2	 2	 3	 3	 3	 3	 2	Info	Needed	 1	 1	 1	STATUS	 1918	 1919	 1920	 1921	 1922	 1923	 1924	 1925	 1926	Extant	 1	 9	 2	 4	 10	 15	 19	 23	 24	Demolished	 1	 2	 3	 2	 2	 1	 3	Info	Needed	 2	 2	Table	7.7	Part	2:	Wood	Siding	as	Material,	Extant	vs.	Demolished	STATUS	 1909	 1910	 1911	 1912	 1913	 1914	 1915	 1916	 1917	Extant	 2	 6	 1	 11	 6	 12	 4	 4	Demolished	 3	 2	 2	 1	 2	 1	 2	 1	Info	Needed	 1	 1	 2	 2	 1	STATUS	 1918	 1919	 1920	 1921	 1922	 1923	 1924	 1925	 1926	Extant	 9	 9	 3	 4	 9	 5	 8	 6	Demolished	 1	 1	 1	 2	 1	Info	Needed	 1	 1	Table	7.7	Part	3:	Stucco	as	Material,	Extant	vs.	Demolished	STATUS	 1909	 1910	 1911	 1912	 1913	 1914	 1915	 1916	 1917	Extant	 1	 2	 2	 6	Demolished	 1	 1	Info	Needed	
139	Building	a	Bungalow,	The	Atlas	Portland	Cement	Company	(New	York,	1916),	3.	
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STATUS	 1918	 1919	 1920	 1921	 1922	 1923	 1924	 1925	 1926	Extant	 2	 3	 2	 2	 5	 6	 4	 10	Demolished	 2	 1	 1	 1	 1	Info	Needed	 1	Table	7.7	Part	4:	Common	Materials,	Extant	vs.	Demolished,	Totals*	STYLE	 EXTANT	TOTAL	 %	 DEMO	TOTAL	 %	 UNK.	TOTAL	 %	Brick	 165	 50.93%	 34	 50.00%	 7	 22.58%	Stucco	 45	 13.89%	 8	 11.76%	 1	 3.23%	Wood	Siding	 99	 30.56%	 20	 29.41%	 9	 29.03%	*Extant	total	calculated	by	dividing	the	number	of	each	material’s	extant	structuresby	the	total	number	of	extant	structures,	324,	from	Table	7.1.	Demolition	total	calculated	by	dividing	the	number	of	each	material’s	demolished	structures	by	the	total	number	of	demolished	structures,	68.	Unknown	(info	needed)	totals	calculated	by	dividing	the	number	of	each	material’s	unknown	structures	by	the	total	number	of	structures	that	could	not	be	determined,	31.	Examining	the	three	prevalent	exterior	materials	represented	in	the	dataset	as	depicted	in	Table	6.1,	“Exterior	Material,	Totals,”	brick	(51.63%	of	sample),	wood	siding	(32.08%),	and	stucco	(13.53%),	information	is	gleaned	per	year.	Tables	7.7	Parts	1-3	divide	the	three	exterior	materials	by	year	into	categories	of	extant,	demolished,	and	more	information	needed.	These	totals	include	percentages	in	Table	7.7	Part	4.	It	is	not	surprising	that	brick,	the	predominant	exterior	material	in	the	dataset,	is	also	the	material	with	the	highest	number	of	demolished	structures.	Wood	siding	and	stucco	follow,	as	they	reflect	a	similar	ratio	between	percentages	constructed	and	demolished.	In	sum,	these	results	indicate	that	exterior	building	material	may	not	play	a	significant	role	in	predicting	demolitions.	Table	7.8:	Demolished	Properties	by	Materials,	Totals*	TOTAL	CONSTRUCTED	 TOTAL	DEMOLISHED	 %	OF	MATER.	DEMOLISHED	 %	DEMOLISHED	TOTAL	Brick	 206	 34	 16.50%	 50.00%	Concrete	 2	 0	 0.00%	 0.00%	Cypress	 2	 1	 50.00%	 1.45%	Log	 2	 2	 100.00%	 2.90%	
100	
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